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sponsibility of the law was allowed to become a diminishing quantity.
It cannot  be denied that those who seek to uphold the rights of property are under some disadvantage, because of the difficulty of identifying the rights of property which are necessary and beneficial.    The right of property in slaves is no longer recognised, the right  of indefinite settlement  is curtailed,   copyright   and   patentright,   forms   of   property peculiar to a modern phase of civilisation, are limited to an arbitrary term of years.    Are we quite sure that the present legal definition of property and its rights is adequate and final ?    It is not reasonable to think so.    The rights of property are those which the mutual forbearance of the members of society finds convenient and indispensable.    It cannot be said that these can be unerringly identified by laws which are for the most part the result of class legislation.     The complete rehabilitation of respect for the rights of property, which seem to some   to be at present in danger, requires voluntary and  universal   recognition  of  the   necessity  of property, and   it might   seem  logical  to   argue   that  this recognition will only be given when the principle of nonintervention by the State is much more widely accepted than it at present is in any existing organisation of society, and this indeed is the view of philosophical anarchists like Mr. Benjamin Tucker of Boston, U.S.A.    But owners of property, who after all are the majority of the nation, are not at all disposed to dispense all at once with the advantage of legal protection for their rights; and with the advantage, the value of which they perhaps exaggerate, they must also have the disadvantage.    The disadvantage is that a certain suspicion is thrown on the whole institution of private property by reason of the officious protection given to it by the  law, and because it has before n w been detected in supporting rights which were contrary to public morality and public policy.    This admission does not imply any  doubt in our mind as to the justice and necessity of the institution of private property, but it seems to us to explain the plausible nature of the socialistic attack on a most useful and beneficent